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Introduction

Background
In recent years the courts and the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (EEOC) have emphasized to
organizations the importance of using fair and valid
personnel procedures, especially in regard to selection.
This emphasis on fair employment created an impetus for
organizations to validate their selection procedures.
When the laws first came into effect, one widely used
selection device was the paper and pencil test.

In order

to validate this type of test, organizations were
restricted, almost exclusively, to criterion-oriented
validation strategies.

Through the use of these vali-

dation strategies organizations were able to determine if
their selection methods or testing procedures accomplished
the prescribed goals of predicting future job success and
distinguishing between qualified and unqualified
applicants.
The results, however, from these validation efforts
indicated to many organizations that their selection
methods were not achieving the prescribed goals and were
often found to be invalid.

Organizations,

therefore,
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sought alternative selection methods other than paper and
pencil tests.

One of the alternative methods which began

receiving some attention was the assessment center
process, a process that consists of simulating actual job
situations for evaluative purposes.
for some time,

Although in existence

it was not until the 1970's that assessment

centers began to be more widely used.
Preliminary research of the assessment center
process, The Management Progress Study, had produced
favorable results (Bray

&

Grant, 1966).

The study indi-

cated that this procedure was a valid method for predicting future job success.

Further research resulted in

similar findings and provided additional support for the
validity of the process (Bray
Bender

&

Calvert, 1970; Jaffee

1978; Kraut
1975).

&

Campbell, 1968; Jaffee,

&
&

Scott, 1972; Moses, 1973; and Worbois,

As these supportive findings accumulated,

of assessment centers increased.
(1978),

Cohen, 1980; Hinricks,

the use

Hoyle, as cited by Cohen

stated that the Bell System alone would assess

over 30,000 employees in 1979 and, more recently,

Parker

(1980) reported that assessment centers were being used in
over 2,000 organizations.
Even though assessment centers have increased in use
and have been consistently related to performance effectiveness measures (Huck, 1973, p. 209), it should not be
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accepted that all assessment centers are valid.

Kraut and

Scott (1972) argued that the acceptance of the validity of
ail assessment centers may result in only "faith" validity
as opposed to true validity (p. 124).

Similarly, Cohen

(1980) warned against generalizing these results to all
organizations, since assessment centers as developed by
and for various organizations could be very different.
Criterion-Oriented Validity vs. Content Validity
One issue which centers around the validation of any
testing procedure is, what type of validation strategy is
appropriate?
As mentioned previously, organizations had until
recently evaluated the validity of their selection
procedures almost exclusively by means of criterionoriented strate9ies.

Also, both the courts and profes-

sional psychologists had stressed the use of empirical or
criterion-oriented validation strategies (Gorham, 1978;
Kleiman

&

Faley, 1978).

This type of strategy, however,

created a number of problems for organizations.
One problem with this strategy is that it required
test results to be statistically related to criterion
measures of job success.

Unfortunately, those criteria

were often contaminated with a number of mitigating
variables such as nonobservable performance criteria; for
example,

improperly conducted or a total absence of
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performance appraisals.

Not letting enough time pass for

actual differences to occur in criterion measures such as
salary treatment and promotions could be another mitigating variable.

Due to the problems associated with

criterion measures,

it was often difficult to establish

a true validity for a test.
Practical constraints also create a problem (Kleiman
&

Faley, 1978).

Most organizations wanted to use the

test results immediately.

However,

in order to establish

criterion-oriented validity, all test participants must
have been hired into the organization for a period of
time and then comparisons of their test scores to
on-the-job performance criteria would be made to determine if the test was a valid predictor of job success.
The final problem is that organizations must have
hired both a large enough number and a broad enough range
of applicants to ensure that inferences made from the
test data were statistically significant (Cascio, Valenzi

& Sibley, 1978; Cohen & Penner, 1976 ; Gorham, 1978;
Kleiman & Faley, 1978; Lawshe, 1975r Schmidt & Hunter,
1980).

In part due to these problems, a gradual attitude
change occurred in regard to acceptable validation
strategies (Lawshe, 1975).

In discussing the past

practices with respect to establishing validity, Gorham
(1978) stated that criterion-oriented validity had been

s
accepted as the only means to demonstrate the jobrel a tedness of a selection procedure (p.3).
predisposition itself created a problem:

This

it limited

practitioners to a single, often ir~ractical, validation
strategy.

The EEOC recognized this issue and outlined

standards for validation strategies other than criterionoriented validity (Uniform Guidelines on Employee
Selection Procedures, 1978).
content validity,

One of those strategies,

is now being used in the courts to

defend the job-relatedness of selection procedures.
Especially with regard to assessment centers, content
validity is a widely used strategy (Firefighters Institute
for Racial Equality v. City of Saint Louis, 1980; Frank

&

Preston, 1982; and Washington v. Davis, 1976).
Professional psychologists and personnel practitioners have also modified their stance in regard to
acceptable validation strategies (Ebel 1977).
example, Guion (1978) stated,

For

"content validity is not an

interim effort and is coequal to criterion as one method
for establishing validity" (p.16).

Additionally, Kleiman

and Faley (1978) took a similar stance in citing Wollack's
statement,

"content validity can be a viable validation

strategy even when empirical validity is feasible"
(p.701).

Content-oriented validity, therefore, has been

established as an alternative to criterion-oriented
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strategies for demonstrating the job-relatedness of a
test.
Content validity,

in

contrast to criterion validity,

does not require an analysis of a large sample size of
test data which must then be related to job performance.
Instead, content validity is established during the
development of a test rather than through a post analysis
of test results.

For example, the content validity of a

job performance test can be established through job
analysis procedures when the critical duties and responsibilities of a given job are identified.

Once these

duti8s and responsibilities have been identified, the test
or test domain can be designed to sample the skills of the
job domain.

--

As such, the skills measured in the test

domain are less inferential and instead become more
directly observable measures of performance.

This should

result in enhancing the value of the test instrument,
whether it be used for prediction and selection, development or other purposes.
Through this procedure, a match or overlap in the
domain of the job content and the test are therefore
systematically built into the test.

Due to the design

procedures inherent in content validity, the results of a
test do not necessarily have to be re-validated against
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criteria for job success.

Test results can therefore be

used immediately.
To establish content validity requires that job
analysis information be gathered from an appropriate size
sample, but it does not require validating test scores of
applicants against some job criterion.

Therefore,

sample

size does not ir~act on a content validity strategy in the
same manner it does in a criterion-oriented strategy.
Content validity, however, does have several
drawbacks.

Those drawbacks primarily center upon deriving

a consistent definition of this type of validity and an
acceptable means of demonstrating its presence in a test.
Therefore, one concern with regard to establishing content
validity is the need for a definition which is less
theoretical and more subject to empirical scrutiny.
Cronbach (1971) defined content validity as,
of situations,

"a class

from which conclusions are drawn, which is

evaluated by showing how well the content of the test
samples the class of situations"

(p. 444) .

Similarly,

Guion (1978) stated that "the concept of content validity
assumes that a sample of behaviors is actually a part of
the job performance, and that the sample and the job
domain overlap" (p. 208).

Ebel (1977) stated that content

validity relates to the accuracy of inferences between
on-the-job behavior and observational behavior,

as
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evidenced during test performance.

Therefore, content

validity may actually be content reliability"

(p. 58).

Professionals who espouse a behavioral consistency
viewpoint argue for the use of behavioral samples to
predict later performance.

These samples should be

measurable with regard to frequency,
similarity to the criteria (Wernimont

intensity and
&

Campbell, 1968).

Guion (1978) provided a similar definition,

statin9 that

job-relatedness can be demonstrated through "careful
content sampling" (p. 16).

Behavior sampling, therefore,

is one way to ensure the validity of a test (Campion,
197 2) .
Of the many definitions provided for content
validity, stricter interpretations appear to be forthcoming.

Messick (1975) stated that content validity is

merely "content relevance" or "content representativeness"
(fl.

960).

Guion (1978) and Tenopyr (1977) even more

strongly asserted that there is no such thing as content
validity, but only content-oriented test construction
which is justified because the tasks of the test sample
tasks of the job.
In reviewing all the definitions of content validity
one element appears common throughout; content validity or
behavior sampling is merely the overlap between the job
and test domains.

One question, however,

still remains
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to be answered.

How can it be ensured that an overlap

does exist between the job and test domains?
Content Validity and the Assessment Center Process
The American Psychological Association (APA, 1975)
identified a number of prerequisites needed to demonstrate
content validity.
identified,

First, the job content domain must be

i.e. the relevant job requirements.

Secondly,

the requirements must be defined in terms of tasks,
activities or responsibilities.

And finally,

the sample=

domain should include all the important aspects 0£ the job
domain.

These prerequisites are directly in line with

Tenopyr's arguments for content-oriented test
construction.
The assessment center process, more than any other
testing procedure, adheres to requirements prescribed for
demonstrating content validity.

Cohen (1980) stated that

content validity is the basis for the design and implementation of the assessment center process.

Indeed,

content validity is a premise inherent in the development
of any properly designed assessment center.
In regard to the assessment center process, the APA
prerequisites of content validity are also the requisite
steps for the design of an assessment center.

First, the

job content domain is identified through job analysis
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procedures.

Typically, the job analysis consists of oral

interviews with incumbents, superiors and subordinates
( Byham, 1980) .

These interviews are then followed by a

questionnaire of task statements which is distributed to
all incumbents in order to determine the si9ni£icance of
those tasks in relation to job performance, or the job
domain.

In the design of an assessment center,

those

aspects which are important to the job domain also d~fine
the components and constraints that must be included in
the simulation instruments or exercises (Gilbert
1982).

Assessment center instruments,

&

Jaffee,

therefore,

represent real-world job situations and are representative
of job sampling techniques,

since actual job samples

provide the framework for the design of the instruments.
If the instruments are designed properly (content-oriented
test construction), then the tasks of the job domain
should represent the tasks of the test domain,

i.e. the

assessment center.
Purpose
Little research to date has been conducted on the
application of content validity to the assessment center
process (Boehm, 1981).

The purpose of this study is to

more thoroughly examine the relationship of content
validity to the assessment center process through a
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me thodology which empirically demonstrates the overlap
b e tween the job content domain and the test domain of an
assessment center.
This study assumes that the more ove r lap which exists
between the testing situation and the job domain, the
greater the likelihood that a test will have predictive
value.

This overlap between the job and test domain will

determine the job relevancy and validity of a test (Jaff e e
&

Frank, 1978).
To establish this overlap, Lawshe (1975) attempted to

demonstrate the job relevancy of a test through the use of
a Content Validity Index.

This particular article

summarized two independent studies involving a skilled
trade position and a clerical position.
In each of the studies a separate group of panelists,
knowledgeable of the target positions, was convened.

Each

of the panelists was asked to independently rate items
from paper-and-pencil tests for their essentiality to job
performance.

Based upon these ratings, a content validity

ratio for each item was determined; CVR= Ne -N/2 where
N/2
Ne equalled the number of panelists who rated the item as
essential and N/2 equalled one-half the total number of
panelists.

After CVR's had been computed for each of the

items an overall mean of the CVR's or a Content Validity
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Index was computed.

This Content Validity Index therefore

represented the perceived overlap between the test domain
and the job domain.
When using an assessment center.

the overlap to be

evaluated is between the assessment center instruments
and the job domain.

Since assessment centers purport to

measure job-relevant behaviors,

it should be possible to

demonstrate content-oriented test construction and
likewise content validity if the task behaviors required
of a particular assessment center (the test domain) can be
shown to overlap with the task behaviors of a job (the job
domain).

Similar to Lawshe's study,

this study applies

the ratings of knowledge experts in order to establish the
content validity of a test.

Specifically,

this study

compares the ratings of incumbents who are knowledgeable
of the job domain to the ratin9s of assessment center
evaluators who are knowledgeable of the test domain.

The

ratings are assigned by the two independent groups of
raters to identical task statements.

The hypothesis of

this study is that the ratings of the two independent
groups on an identical task questionnaire will not significantly deviate from each other.

Each group is rating the

task statements for different criteria; the test domain,
i.e. the assssment center instruments,
domain.

If this hypothesis is accepted,

and the job
then it would be
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concluded that the assessment center is content valid.
the the ratings are dissimilar,

If

then we would accept the

alternate hypothesis that the tasks of the test domain did
not overlap with and adequately sample the tasks of the
job domain.

In this instance,

it would be concluded that

the assessment center is not content valid.

Method
Subjects
TI1e

subjects consisted of 40 mid-level managers from

within a statewide insurance and service-related
organization.

Twenty-two of the subjects were incumbents

in the assessment center target position:
and Department Managers.

Branch Office

The remaining eighteen subjects

were incumbents one level higher than the target position:
Division Managers.

These two subject groups formed the

comparison groups for this study.
Treatment
Subjects from each group were given an identical
behavioral task questionnaire.

They were asked to rate

the importance of each task statement in relation to
either successful job performance or successful assessment
center performance.
Incumbents from the target position group rated the
task statements according to successful job performance
requirements.

Because of other practical considerations,

subjects from this group could not be randomly assigned.
They had been in the target position for at least one
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year.

This job tenure served to provide the incumbents

with an intimate knowledge of the tasks required in the
actual target position.
Incumbents in the position one level higher than the
target position (assessors) rated the task statements
according to successful assessment center performance
requirements.

Subjects from this second group, like the

first group, could not be randomly assigned.
been trained, however,

They had

as assessors for the target

position assessment center and had served as assessors.
These experiences provided this subject group with an
intimate knowled9e of the assessment center process, the
tasks it purported to measure,

the management skills

measured in the assessment center and the skill behaviors
which can be elicited through the assessment center
instruments.
A description of the procedure used in assessor
training is outlined in Appendix A.
The nine management skills which were evaluated
during the assessment center are defined in Appendix B.
A description of the instruments that were used in
the assessment center are provided in Appendix C.
This study used a behavioral task questionnaire which
included 163 behavioral task statements or task behaviors
that could be elicited during the assessment center and

16
could be present in the job.

The actual assessment

center evaluated participants in nine management skill
areas through the use of five assessment center instrumen ts.

The behavioral task questionnaire,

therefore,

included statements covering the nine management skill
areas and the instruments used in the assessment center.
Specifically for each skill, approximately 13-24 behavioral task statements were written and then sequenced in
the questionnaire,

Each statement pertained to only one

of the nine mana9ernent skills.
exercises,

With regard to the

some of the statements pertained only to one

type of exercise, while most statements pertained to all
exercises.
Identical behavioral statements were also randomly
repeated in the questionnaire.

These repeated statements

served to determine if the questionnaire respondents were
rating consistently throughout the questionnaire.
other words,

In

this provided a measure of intra-rater

consistency.
Basically identical instructions, with some slight
wording differences, were provided to each of the two
subject groups to ensure that they responded to the questionnaire from the appropriate frame of reference; incumbents evaluating the job domain and assessors evaluating
the assessment center.
be found in Appendix D.

The two sets of instructions can
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The questionnaire used in this study can be found in
Appendix E.

The items which were repeated in the ques-

tionnaire are listed in Appendix F.
Importance ratings were assigned by the two subject
groups to the behavioral statements in the behavioral task
questionnaire.

A five-point rating scale was used as a

basis to evaluate the extent of agreement on U1e behavioral statements among the groups of raters.

The scale

was identical for each group except that one scale was
referenced to the target position job activities and the
other scale was referenced to the target position
assessment center activities.

The scale used by incurn-

bents in the target position appears in Table 1.

The

scale used by the higher-level incumbents, the assessors,
appears in Table 2.
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Table l
RATING SCALE FOR TARGET POSITION INCUMBENTS

5

Critical for effective performance

4

Very important for effective performance

3

Important but not critical for effective
performance

2

Some importance for effective performance

l

Little or no importance for effective
performance

Table 2
RATING SCALE FOR HIGHER-LEVEL INCUMBENTS, ASSESSORS

5

Critical for effective performance in the
ass2ssment center

4

Very important for effective performance in
the assessment center

3

Important but not critical for effective
performance in the assessment center

2

Some importance for effective performance in
the assessment center

1

Little or no importance for effective
performance in the assessment center

Results
Results were analyzed by comparing the importance
ratings between the two groups:

target position incum-

bents and higher - level, trained assessors.
Lawshe's Content Validity Ratio (CVR) was computed
for each item.
Ratios,

In order to compute the Content Validity

all items rated as four or above were accepted as

having a significant importance rating and all items rated
as three or below were not accepted.

An average of all

the ratios or the Content Validity Index (CVI) of the
CVR's was computed for each of the nine management skills
and the entire questionnaire.

Table 3 presents the

Content Validity Indices for each of the nine management
skills as well as the CVI for all items on the question naire.

The CVI's are presented for both the assessor and

incumbent groups.
It is important to note that this study differs
slightly from Lawshe's study.

Lawshe (1975) computed his

Content Validity Indices using only those Content Validity
Ratios which demonstrated strong positive agreement from
the panel of experts.

This was to ensure, prior to the

test, that the test items were content valid to the job
19
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domain.

Since Lawshe was determining which test items

would be used during the test, this procedure was
entirely appropriate.
Unlike Lawshe' s study, in the present study the
methodology was applied after administration of the test
or assessment center, and the purpose of the Content
Validity Ratios and Content Validity Indices was
different.
The Content Validity Ratios and Indices, rather than
being used to identify items that would be included on
the test, were used to demonstrate similarities or
dissimilarities among the ratings of the assessors and
incumbents.

Due to the different purpose of this study,

the questionnaire rated by the expert panels (assessors
and incumbents) included task statements which might
possibly be elicited through the assessment center and
the job.

Therefore,

the Content Validity Ratios

indicated the assessors' and incumbents' extent of
agreement for those tasks that were deemed as essGntial,
the positive CVR's, as well as for those tasks that were
deemed as not essential, the negative CVR's.

Thus, the

Content Validity Indices were computed using all the
CVR's as opposed to a restricted number of the CVR's.
This tended to lower the CVI values for each skill because
this revised method for computing the CVI combines both

21
the positive and negative CVR values which then tend to
offset each other.
A two-tailed,

non-directional t-test for independent

groups was performed to determine if any significant
differences existed between the Content Validity Indices
of the two groups on any of the management skills or on
the entire questionnaire.

Table 3 also presents the

t-values calculated between the Content Validity Indices
or the means of the CVR's for the two groups on each of
the management skills and the entire questionnaire.

The

level of significance used was .05.
On five of the nine management skills; Organizing and
Planning, Adaptability, Perception, Oral Communications
and Decisiveness,

the group Content Validity Indices show

that the assessor group and the incumbent group rated the
questionnaire items for those given skills as not
significantly different.

In these cases, the difference

between the CVI's was not significant (P > .05).
On four of the nine management skills, Sensitivity,
Written Communication, Decision Making, Leadership and the
entire questionnaire,

the group Content Validity Indices

show that the assessor group and the incumbent group rated
the skills and the entire questionnaire as being s ignificantly different.

The comparison of the Content Validity

Indices between both groups was significant (P > .05).
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Further inspection of the skills shows that the task
statements as demonstrated through the Content Validity
Indices were rated on eight of the nine management skills
and the entire questionnaire as being more essential by
the incumbent group as opposed to the assessor group (see
Table 3).

Based on these initial findings,

to further inspect the original data.
tional analyses of means,

it was decided

Therefore, addi-

standard deviations and t-t2sts

were conducted on the original ratings.

The results of

these analyses appear in Table 4.
The additional analyses of the original data showed
that on two of the mana':lement skills, Senstivity and
Decision Making, the assessor group and the incumbent
group rated the skills as being significantly different.
The comparison of these mean values between both groups
was significant (P > .05).
Further analysis was conducted to determine the
reliability of the raters' responses.

For those behav-

ioral statements repeated in the questionnaire a PearsonProduct Moment correlation was performed for each subject
group.

These correlation coefficients identified the

consistency of the raters' responses on these repeated
behavioral statements.
correlations.

Table 5 s hows the results of these
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Table 3
CONTENT VALIDITY INDICES AND t-TESTS
Management
Skill

Content Validity Indices
Assessor Group

Incumbent Group

t-Tests

Organizi n g
and
Planning

.288

.515

-1.51

Sensitivity

.105

.478

-2.34*

Adaptability

.124

.125

-.008

Perception

.322

.436

Oral
Communication

.153

.178

-.278

Written
Communication

-. 381

-.068

7.82*

Decision
Making

.058

.382

-2.16*

Decisiveness

. 208

.086

-1.36

Leadership

.305

.464

-7.95*

Entire
Questionnaire

.165

.318

-3.06*

* t-values were significant (alpha= .05)

-1.42
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Table 4
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIA'I'IONS AND t-TESTS
Assessor Group
Standard
Mean Deviation

Incumbent Group
Standard
Mean Deviation t-Tests

Organizing
and
Planning

3.61

.502

3.86

. 359

-1.78

Sensitivity

3.56

.511

3.95

.218

-3.23*

Adaptability

3.67

.485

3.57

.507

.60

Perception

3.80

.400

3.57

.465

.84

Oral
Communication

3.61

.502

3.92

.507

.24

Written
Communication

3.11

.323

3.57

.463

-1.34

Decision
Making

3.44

.511

3.28

.402

-2.49*

Decisiveness

3.72

.461

3.81

.507

.97

Leadership

3.61

.502

3.57

.436

-1.00

Entire
Questionnaire

3.55

. 301

3.76

. 364

-1.84

Management
Skill

* t-values were significant (alpha

=

.05)
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Table 5
CORRELATIONS OF REPEATED TASK STATEMENTS
Assessor
Group

Incumbent
Group

.49

-.15

-.03

. 28

111 & 120

.66

.82

81 & 116

. 34

.49

Paired
Statements
2 & 118
8 & 26

Discussion
In this study a methodology was proposed to establish
a measure of the degree of overlap between the content of
the job domain and the content of the test domain.

While

the application of the methodology in this particular
study did not produce results which confirmed the
hypothesis, the methodology itself did provide valuable
information relative to the overlap between the job and
test domains.
Lawshe's Model and an Explanation of the Results
With respect to this study and Lawshe's model which
uses CVR values, five of the nine skills (Organizing and
Planning, Adaptability, Perception, Oral Communication and
Decisiveness), as rated by both the assessor and incumbent
groups, were found not to be significantly different.

In

other words, the job domain encompassed by the task
statements of these five skills overlapped with the test
domain of the assessment center.

It could be concluded,

therefore, that the test domain of these skills was
content valid to the job domain.
support the hypothesis.

26

These results tend to
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The remaining four skills (Sensitivity, Written
Communication, Decision Making and Leadership), as rated
by the assessor and incumbent groups, were found to be
significantly different.
fore,

It could be concluded , there-

that the test domain of these skills was not content

valid to the job domain.
four skills,

Upon further inspection of these

it was noted that the task statements as

shown through the Content Validity Indices of each skill
were rated as being more essential by the incumbent group
than by the assessor group.

Since the Content Validity

Indices were rated as more essential by the incumbent
group than the assessor group, it could also be concluded
that these four skills in the assessment center, in
addition to being significantly different, were deficient
with respect to adequately measuring the job domain.
Additionally,

for the s kill of written communication,

regardless of the significant difference between the
assessor and incumbent group ratings, the obtained
negative Content Validity Indices of both groups tends to
indicate that this skill should not have been included in
the assessment center.

This is because the negative CVI' s

indicated that the task statements were viewed as not
being essential,
job.

in either the assessment center or the
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The Original Data and an Explanation of the Results
As previously stated in the results section, nine of
the ten Content Validity Indices were rated as being more
essential by the incumbent group as opposed to the
assessor group (see Table 3).

These results thus implied

that there may have been characteristics of the data
hidden through use of the Content Validity Ratio.

Upon

inspection of the means and standard deviations of the
original data (Table 4), different findings and interpretations were evident.
First, with respect to the hypothesis that the
ratings of the two groups would not significantly deviate
from each other, the comparison of the actual means of the
data showed that only two of the nine management skills
were significantly different.

These findings tend to

provide more support for the hypothesis than do
comparisons of Lawshe's Content Validity Indices.

Also,

these findings demonstrate that use of CVR values tends to
create artificial differences between the actual data.
Depending upon the purpose of the data comparisons, these
artificial differences may or may not be desirable,

For

instance, if the intent is to prescreen all possible
non-job-related items from a test, as was the case in
Lawshe's model then creating these artificial differences
would be desirable.

However,

if the intent is only to
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show similarities and/or dissimilarities betwe e n the data,
creating artificial differences would not be desirable.
Second ly , wi th respect to the higher ratings of the
incumbents as opposed to the ratings of the assessors,
the poss ibi lity that incumbents overestimate the value of
their job does exist.

Ev idence of rating inflation by job

incumbents has been supporte d in other research (Prien
Saleh, 1963; Smith

&

Hakel, 1979).

&

The tendency of

incumbents to overestimate the value of their job may
have, in th is study, constributed further to differences
alrea dy created through the use of Lawshe's CVR values.
Further research should be conducted relative to this
area; for example, an argument could be made for the use
of differential CVR cut-offs for each group.
Finally, with respect to the generally lower ratings
of the assessor g roup as opposed to the incumbent group,
the possibility that the assessors were more critical in
their use of the rating scale was examined.

It was

thought that the assessors, having been trained in the
use of rating scales, would be more inclined to less
frequently use the extreme ends of the rating scale.
Therefore, it was expected that the standard deviations
of the assessors' ratings would be smaller than those of
the incumbents.
contention.

The data, however, do not support this
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The correlation coefficients between the paired
items which were repeated in the questionnaire cause the
data to be somewhat suspect.

It should be added, though,

tha t t he repeate d statements were not exactly identical
and as such th is may have attenuated the correlations.
It is also possible that the length of the questionnaire
and the placement of the repeated statements also
attenuated the correlations.

However, when the paired

statements that were placed in close proximity on the
questionna i re were compared to the paired statements that
were p lac ed farther apart, there did not appear to be a
pattern among the correlations.

Therefore, it appears

that the length of the questionnaire impacted less on the
corre lations than did the wording of the paired
statements.
Conclusio n
Based upon the methodology of this study, the extent
of overlap can be empirically demonstrated between the
test domain (the assessment center) and the job domain.
With respect to the assessment center practitioner, this
methodology can provide answers to several questions
regarding the utility of an assessment center.

Most

basically, it can answer the global question of whethe r
or not the content of the assessment center is valid with
the content of the job domain.

Additionally, each skill
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can independently be evaluated and questions can be
answered regarding the content validity of each skill.
practical significance,

Of

is that through this process

knowledgeable decisions can be made in regard to possible
modifications for a given assessment center.

For example,

the assessment center in this study could be improved by
modifying the instruments with respect to the skills which
were found to be significantly different.
ically,

More specif-

the modifications should be in terms of more

adequately eliciting,

through the instruments, the tasks

related to the deficient skills.
In summary,

it was hypothesized that the rat i ngs of

the two independent groups would not differ significantly
from each other.

The results,

using Lawshe's CVR values,

showed differences on four of the nine skills and the
entire questionnaire,
hypothesis.

thus not supporting this

The findings instead showed that part of the

assessment center appeared to be content valid and part
appeared not to be content valid.

However,

the results

using the original data showed differences in only two of
the skills, which lends support to the original
hypothesis.
With respect to tl1ese findings and possible future
research,

it might be beneficial to further inspect

several aspects related to this study.
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First, while this methodology indicated the skills
which were not content valid,

it did not specifically

address each instrument used in the assessment center.
Just as it was found that some skills were content valid
and some skills were not content valid,

it may be that

certain instruments are and certain instruments are not
content valid with respect to a given job.
Second,

as opposed to comparing differences between

two independent groups,

it may be worthwhile to compar e

the ratings that are assigned by one group that is
knowled9eable of both the job and the test domains .

APPENDICES

APPENDIX A
ASSESSOR TRAINING SCHEDULE
Day One
9:00 - 10:00

Background and Conceptual Framework for
Assessment Center

10:00 - 10:30

Conclusion versus Support Statements

10:30 - 10:45

Break

10:45 - 11:30

Classifying Behaviors into Skills

11:30 - 12:00

Review Skills and Weighting Sheet

12:00 -

1:00

LUNCH

1:00 -

2:20

Take Problem Solving Exercise
(Including Interview)

2:20 -

3:00

Discuss Problem Solving, Assessor Guide
and Interview

3:00 -

3:15

Break

3:15 -

3:45

Discuss Report Writing

3:45 -

4:25

Take Customer Service Exercise

4:25 -

5:00

Discuss Customer Service Exercise and
Assessor Guide
Homework

1.

Review Problem Solving Assessor Guide

2.

Review Customer Service Assessor Guide
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Day Two
9:00 - 10:20

Take Leaderless Group Discussion

10:20 - 10:35

Break

10:35 - 11:15

Discuss L.G.D. and Assessor Key

11:15 - 12:15

Take Employee Discussion Exercise

12:15 -

1:15

Lunch

1:15 -

1:45

Discuss Employee Discussion Exercise,
Assessor Key and Interview

1:45 -

3:15

Take In-Basket

3:15 -

4:00

Break

4:00 -

4:30

Review In-Basket Key

4:30 -

5:00

Discuss In-Basket Interview
Homework

1.

Review all Exercises and Guides

2.

Practice Report Writing
Day Three

9:00 -

9:30

9:30 - 10:50

Discuss Report Writing
Observe L.G.D.

10:50 - 11:10

Break

11:10 - 11:40

Write Reports

11:40 - 12:10

Preface for Problem Solving Interview

36

Day Three Conti nued
12:10 - 12: 3 0

Problem Solving Interview

12:50 -

1:30

LUNCH

1:30 -

2:00

Prepare for Customer Service Interview
Prepare for Employee Discussion Interview

2: 0 0 -

2:30

Customer Service Interview
Employee Discussion Interview

2:30 -

2:45

Break

2:45 -

3:45

Write Reports

3:45 -

4: 1 5

Prepare for In-Basket Interview

4: 1 5 -

4:35

In-Basket Interview

4:35 -

5:00

Wr i te Reports
Homework
1.

9:30

-

9:50

9:50 - 10:50

Complete In-Basket Report

L,G.D. Re v iew

1/ 6

L.G.D. Discussion

10:50

-

11:10

Break

11:10

-

12:10

Problem Solving Exercise

1/ 6

12:10

-

12:30

Problem Solving Interview

1/ 6

12:30

-

1:30

LUNCH

1:30

-

1:50

Customer Service Exercise

4,5,6

1:30

-

2:00

Employee Discussion Exercise

1 , 2, 3
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Day Three Continued
2:00

-

2:20

Customer Service Interview

4, 5, 6

2:00

-

2:30

Employee Discussion Interview

1, 2, 3

2:30

-

2:45

Break

2:45

-

4:15

In-Basket Exercise

1/6

4:15 -

4d5

In-Basket Interview

1/6

Day Four
9:00 - 10:30

Team Meeting

10~30 - 10:45

Break

10:45 - 12:00

Discuss Final Report

12:00 -

1:00

LUNCH

1:00 -

2:00

Write Final Report

2:00 -

3:00

Discuss Oral Feedback

3:00 -

4:00

Practice Oral Feedback

4:00 -

5:00

Summary

APPENDIX B
MANAGERIAL SKILLS TO BE EVALUATED
IN THE ASSESSMENT CENTER
LEADERSHI P : Ability to take charge - to direct and coordinate the activities of others ; to maintain control of situations and others; to achieve results through delegation
and follow-up.
SENSITIVITY:
Ability to be sensitive to the needs and feelings of others; to develop rapport and trust; to accept
interpersonal differences; to deal effectively with others
regardless of level or status.
PERCEPTION AND ANALYTICAL: Ability to identify, assimilate
and comprehend the critical elements of a situation; to
extract and interpret implications of courses of action; to
attend to details of a problem (includes both data- and
people-related issues).
DECISION MAKING:
Ability to use logical and sound judgment
in choosing a particular course of action; to generate and
evaluate alternative courses of action (this refers to the
quality as opposed to the quantity of decisions).
DECISIVENESS:
Ability to take action when called upon to do
so (quantity of decisions); and to defend decisions when
challenged.
ORGANIZING AND PLANNING:
Ability to systematically structure tasks, plans and objectives; to establish priorities
and set goals, to classify and categorize information.
ADAPTABILITY:
Ability to alter normal posture with presentation of additional information; to appropriately change
courses of action dictated by changes in the situation; to
have the ability to behave in more than one way in a given
situation; to adapt to stressful situations.
ORAL COMMUNICATION:
Ability to effectively and clearly
present and express information orally, in both formal and
informal.
WRITTEN COMMUNICATION:
Ability to present and express
information effectively and clearly through written means.
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APPENDI X C
OVERV IEW OF INSTRUME NTS USED
IN THE ASSESSMENT CENTER
In-B a

· t
A 1-1/2 h o ur i n div idual task in which the participant

is as ked to a ssume the pos i tion o f a branch manager within
a lar ge cre dit card fi rm .

The part i cipant is asked to

pro c ess and re s pond to a large number of accumulated
memos, le tt ers, and other correspondences which vary in
thei r importance and urgen c y.

All actions taken, direc-

t i on s /inst r u c ti ons given other members of the hypothetical
org ani z ation, etc ., must b e in t h e form of written memos
o r let ter s.

Af t er the comp letion of the 1 - 1/2 hour time

p e r iod , a 2 O-minute int ervi ew is condu cted to allow for
cla rif ication/ e xplanatio n of the actions taken by the
part i c ipant .
Probl e m Sol v ing
A 1-hour individual task followed by a 2O-minute oral
presenta tion t o two ass e ssors.

In this exercise, the

particip ant i ndividual l y analyzes data regarding two
possible alternatives for improving the profitability of
Elite Credit Card Company.

At the end of the 1 - hour

period, the partic i pant has prepared a written statement
of his / her recommendation with supporting reasoning for
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decisions made.

The participant then present s the recom-

mendations to two assessors; one of whom is critical of
the pa r t.:. icipant' s recommendation, while the other is
non-committal and essentially passive.
Leaderless Group Discussion
A 1-hour and 20-minute exercise, 20 minutes of which
is spent individually analyzing data in preparation for
the group meeting, one hour being spent in a group
discussion exercise.
recommendation,

The task involves preparing a group

reached by consensus of opinion, regarding

which of several client services should or should not be
discontinued in order to reduce company expenditur es .
During the individual analysis period, the participant
analyzes the data in preparation for the ensuing group
discussion.
Employee Counseling Exercise
A 60-minute exercise consisting of a 30-minute
individual review period and a 30-minute meeting with a
prob l em employee.

In the review period, the participant

reviews information pertinent to employee ' s pa s t performance,

as well as the employee's recent performan ce

declines.

During the meeting with the emp l oyee, the

employee in his/her role attempts to minimize, as well as
rationalize the .oroblems .

APPENDIX D
TARGET POSITION ACTIVITIES
Instructions
Th ,:; following questionnaire is designed to gather
information regarding the types of activities required by
Branch and Department Managers as well as the importance
of these activities.
two sections:

The questionnaire is divided into

1) a listing of managerial activities and

2) a response sheet for evaluating the importance of these
activities.
After read ing a behavioral statement from the
Managerial Acti vity list, please indicate on the Response
Sheet your assessment of the activities' importance for
job success.

The below listed numerical scale is to be

used in assessing each statement.
Scale for Importance Evaluations:
Rating

Importance

5

Critical for effective performance

4

Very important for effective
performance

3

Important but not critical for
effective performance
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Rating
2

Importance
Some i mportance for effective
performance
Little or no importance for

l

effective performance
In making evaluations of the activities, it is
important to assign ratings based on the demands of the
job position which you currently occupy.

That is to say,

in evaluating each activity, assign ratings of importance
based on the demands of the position.

Do not evaluate

each act iv ity accordi ng to your personal ability to
perform the listed activity.
Take,

for example,

the statement:

defensive and non-hostile.

Remaining non-

Ask yourself for those

situations which you encounter on the job, "Are there
occasions called for in which it is important to remain
non-defensi v e and non-hostile?"

If so, "How important is

remain i ng non-defensive and non-hostile to effective job
performance?"
key.

Assign a rating,

accordingly, on the answer
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ASSESSMENT CENTER ACTIVITIES
I ns tructions
The following questionnaire is desig n ed t o gather
information regarding the type s of activiti es meas ured in
the assessment center currently utili z ed , as well as the
imoortance of the activitie s .
~

divided into two sections:

The que s tio n naire i s

1) a li s ting of p oss i ble

participant activities and 2) a response sheet

f or eva l -

uating the importance of these activit ies .
After reading a behavioral s tatement from t he
Participant Activity list, pleas e indic ate on t he Response
Sheet your assessment of the activi t y' s i mportance fo r
s uccessful assessment center perfo r man ce.

The be low

listed numerical scale is to be u sed in ass e ss ing each
s tatement.
Scale for Import ance Eval ua ti ons
Importance

Rating
5

Critical for e f f e c ti ve performance
in the a ss es sme nt center

4

Very impor ta nt for effective performance in the assessment center

3

I mportant b ut not critical for effective perfo r man ce i n the assessment
center
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Rating
2

Importance
Some importance for effective performance in the assessment center

1

Little or no importance for effective
performance in the assessment center

In making evaluations of the activities, it is
important to assign ratings based on the demands of the
assessment center.

That is to say, in evaluating each

activity, assign ratings of importance based on your
demand of each activity for success in the assessment
center.

Do not evaluate each activity according to only

what you observed a given participant do during the
as sessment center.
Take,

for example, the statement, "Remaining

non-defensive and non-hostile."

First, ask youself for

those situations depicted in the assessment center:

"Are

there occasions called for in which it is important to
remain non-defensive and non-hostile?"

If so, "how

important is remaining non-defensive and non-hostile to
effective performance?"

Assign a rating, accordingly, in

the left-hand column on the answer key.

APPENDIX E
BEHAVIORAL TASK QUESTIONNAIRE
1.

Co mpleting tasks within specified time constraints.

2.

Dis agreeing in a calm,

3,

Re s ponding in an identical manner in all situations.

4.

Recognizing differences among individuals.

s.

Interacting,

non-defensive manner.

face-to-face or over the phone, with

individuals on an individual basis.
6.

Preparing brief notes to others.

7.

Determining long-range operating procedures within
the total organization (six months or more).

8.

Maintaining opinions despite repeated challenges to
alter those opinions.

9.

10.

Suggesting and soliciting opinions from others.
Processing large quantities of diverse material or
data.

11.

Utilizing amenities,

such as "please" and "thank

you," when conversing with others.
12.

Responding in various manners in all situations.

13.

Recognizing differences among various situations.

14.

Interacting,

face-to-face or over the phone, with

individuals in a group setting.
15.

Preparing short letters to others within the organization.

16.

Determining short-range operating procedures within
the total organization (six months or less).

17.

Stating opinions in a direct and firm manner.

18.

Controlling the activities of others in order to
accomplish a task.

19.

Clarifying tasks or goals to be accomplished.

20.

Listening attentively when conversing with others.
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21.

Responding to individuals of differing abilities or
levels of competency.

22.

Recognizing s imil arities among people.

23.

Interacting, face-to-face or over the phone, with
individuals outside the organization.

24,

Preparing short letters to others outside the
organization.

25.

Determining long-range operating procedures within
the department ( six months or more).

26.

Maintaining opinions for extended periods of time.

27.

Requesting attentive listening from individuals with
whom you are interacting.

28.

Specifying actions to be followed.

29.

Remaining non-defensive and non-hostile.

30.

Working under the constraints of time limitations.

31.

Recognizing similarities among various situations.

32.

Stating directives to others.

33.

Preparing long, narrative reports (three pages or
more).

34.

Determining short-range operating procedures within
the department (six months or less).

35.

Requiring others to defend their own opinions.

36.

Initiating action required of others.

37.

Coordinating the efforts of others to achieve closure
on a task.

38.

Responding to the needs of others with whom you work.

39.

Working under the constraints of limited resources.

40.

Recognizing differences or attitudinal changes within
individuals.

41.

Discussing information, informally, with peers and
subordinates.

42.

Filling out forms or standardized letters.
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43,

Determining solutions to immediate problems within
the depa rtment .

44.

Stating opinions in a majority of situations.

45,

Initiating guidelines and follow-up procedures.

46,

Coor d inating own efforts to achieve closure on a
tas k .

47,

Responding to the needs of others, outside the
organization, with whom you come into contact.

48.

Responding to changes in work situations.

49.

Recognizing all aspects of an argument/situation.

50.

Discussing information,

51.

Creating narrative reports for yourself or others.

52.

Determining solutions to major problems within the

informally, with superiors.

total organization.
53.

Respond i ng quickly in a majority of situations.

54.

Pro v iding input and instructions to facilitate
completion of a task.

55.

Establishing time parameters for the completion of a
task or segments of a task.

56.

Establishing working relationships among those
individuals in the organization with whom you work.

57.

Responding to changes within individuals.

58.

Recognizing qualities, both positive and negative, of
a given individual.

59.

Presenting information,

formally, to peers and

subordinates.
60.

Describing situations in detail by means of report s
or letters.

61.

Determining solutions to immediate problems within
the total organization.

62.

Taking action in a majority of situations.

63.

Requesting input from others.
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64.

Presenting information,

face-to - face or over the

phone, to others in a systematic manner.
65,

Establishing working relationships amo ng those
individuals, outside the organization, with whom you
work.

66.

Responding to changes among individuals.

67.

Recognizing qualities, both positive and negative, of
a given situation.

68.

Presenting information,

formally, to superiors.

69.

Summarizing information by means of repo r t s or
letters.

70.

Determining solutions to major problems within the
department.

71.

Taking an active role in interactions with o t h e rs.

72.

Delegating tasks to others.

73.

Presenting documents to others in a s y s tematic
manner.

74.

Responding to individuals who are being affected by
situational circumstances.

75.

Compromising on some occasions.

76.

Recognizing short-range effects of a given situation.

77.

Discussing information,

informally, with individuals

outside the organization.
78.

Preparing detailed technical directions, procedures
and/or information for others.

79.

Evaluating and determining priorities and the
importance of tasks to be accomplished.

80.

Taking action even though all relevant material is
not available.

81.

Attempting to persuade others to a particular
viewpoint.

82.

Coordinating the long-range activities of others.

83.

Mediating between individuals during arguments.

49
84.

Uncompromising on some occasions.

85.

Recognizing short-range effects of a given course(s)
of action.

86.

Presenting information, formally, to individuals or
groups outside the organization.

87.

Representing the organization to others outside the
organization by means of letters.

88.

Determining those actions to be fulfilled which are
not governed by set rules, regulations, and
procedures.

89.

Refraining from compromising ideas when they are
valid.

90.

Soliciting clarification of issues from others.

91.

Coordinating the long-range activities of yourself.

92.

Rewarding the performan c es of personnel.

93.

Responding to several problems/situations at the same
time.

94.

Recognizing long-range effects of a given situation.

95.

Discussing information with individuals for brief
periods of time.

96.

Prepa ring evaluative reports of subordinates'
performances.

97.

Determining work schedules for subordinates.

98.

Repeating and emphasizing points made to others.

99.

Implementing guidelines and control procedures with
individuals.

100.

Coordinating the immediate activities of others.

101.

Acknowledging valid points of others, even in those
situations where opinions differ,

102.

Responding to constraints/pressure from individuals.

103.

Recognizing long-range effects of a given course(s)
of action.
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104,

Discussing information with individuals for extended
periods of time.

105.

Preparing letters or notes to individuals of all
educational levels.

106.

Determining those actions to be fulfiled which are
governed by set rules, regulations and procedures.

107.

Emphasizing points through documentation.

108.

Coordinating the immediate activities of yourself.

109.

Reprimanding the performances of personnel.

110.

Responding to constraints/pressure from situations.

111.

Recognizing commonalities or trends within data.

112.

Discussing and/or presenting information with/to
individuals of all educational levels.

113.

Preparing formal documents.

114.

Recommending courses of action to subordinates.

115.

Asking direct and poi nted questions of others.

116.

Interacting in a directive manner.

117.

Coordinating the activities of others in light of
frequent situational changes.

118.

Couching arguments when disagreeing with others.

119.

Responding to structured situations.

120.

Recognizing commonalities or trends between data.

121.

Preparing informal documents.

122.

Withholding judgment until all relevant data is
available.

123.

Adhering to policies set forth by the organization.

124.

Interact ing in a directive manner in order to fulfill
deadlines.

125.

Coordinating own activities in light of frequent

126.

situational changes.
Maintaining open lines of communication between
personnel.

127.

Responding to unstructured situations.
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128,

Recogniz i ng trends in the behavior of people.

129,

Acting as the sole source for determining organizational outcomes.

130.

Enforcing policies set forth by the organization.

131,

Providing assistance to others by giving specific
directions.

132,

Establishing parameters in order to enable evaluations of others' performances.

133.

Responding to communications received from others.

134,

Responding to situations and to issues which change
unexpectedly.

135.

Interpreting rules and regulations.

136.

Recommending courses of action to superiors.

137.

Informing other individuals or organizational
changes,

138.

Esta b lishing guidelines and procedures for the
completion of task(s).

139.

Informing others of situations or actions impacting
upon them.

140.

Responding to situations and to issues which remain
static.

141.

Interpreting large quantities of data.

142.

Determining exceptions to standard organizational
procedures and policy.

143.

Controlling situations and those individuals
involved.

144.

Establishing guidelines and procedures to a ss ure
adherence to organizational regulations.

145.

Interpreting lists of data within materials ,

146.

Determining actions regarding disciplinary actions.

147.

Coordinating material resources to achieve closure on
a task.

148.

Interpreting constraints of a given problem/
situation.
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149.

Evaluating data and then making determinations
impacting upon the organization as a whole.

150.

Establishing the sequencing of others' activities to
ensure the achievement of objectives.

151.

Identifying salient data points of a given problem/
situation.

152,

Evaluating data and then making determinations
impacting solely on the department.

153.

Establishing the sequencing of one's own activities
to ensure the achievement of objectives.

154.

Identifying subtle data points of a given problem/
situation.

155.

Determining actions regarding personnel within the
department.

156.

Establishing work schedules.

157.

Extrapolating and identifying information from a
given problem/situation.

158.

Determining actions regarding personnel within the
organization.

159.

Prioritizing of issues and problems to be acted upon.

160.

Evaluating and then determining courses of action
regarding personnel performances.

161.

Preparing of notes or an outline to facilitate
acquiring closure on a given task(s).

162.

Determining budgetary needs and acting upon those
needs for expenditures of $501 or more.

163.

Determining budgetary needs and acting upon those
needs for expenditures of $501 or less.

APPENDIX F
BEHAVIORAL STATEMENTS REPEATED
IN THE QUESTIONNAIRE

2.
118.
8.
26.
111.
120.
81.
116.

Disagreeing in a calm, non-defensive manner.
Couching arguments when disagreeing with others.
Maintaining opinions despite repeated challenges to
alter those opinions.
Maintaining opinions for extended periods of time.
Recognizing commonalities or trends within data.
Recognizing commonalities or trends between data.
Attempting to persuade others to a particular viewpoint.
Interacting in a directive manner.
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